Introduction
Questions of equality of opportunity and outcomes have been examined from Alexis de Tocqueville's (1835) observations of democracy in early 19th-century America to the now classic study of liberalism by Louis Hartz (1955) and the subsequent work of Jennifer Hochschild (1981) and many other political scientists and economists. Why Americans accept, tolerate or acquiesce in the presence of growing economic inequality is my central research question.
To this end, I employ a two-pronged empirical instrument that incorporates experimental and survey methodologies to examine more directly Americans' attitudes toward economic inequality. By no means are Americans as a whole even close to being homogeneous in their views on this matter, particularly not increasing numbers of minority populations who collectively are now about a third of the U.S. population.
These groups together will constitute a majority in the U.S. over the next three decades. This is already the case in California, New Mexico, Texas, and Hawaii where minorities are now in the majority.
These demographic transformations are particularly significant since in my research reported here I find that Latinos and African Americans tend to favor more equitable distributions of income than other groups, e.g., white participants, in an experimental setting. Moreover, the effects of ethnicity are persistent even when controlling for religion, gender, age, income, and political orientation. American views on inequality, in short, vary considerably. The finding-substantial diversity in perspectives among Americans on tolerance of inequality-has enormous public-policy implications and will be tested further in follow-on research.
The study proceeds as follows. The next section, Part 1, explains my mixedmethod research design. Part 2 presents the empirical results, which is followed by an interpretive discussion in Part 3.
Part 1: Measuring Attitudes Toward Inequality Using a Two-Pronged
Empirical Approach
Motivations for the Experimental Design to Study Inequality
Tocqueville described Americans' apparent tolerance of inequality in terms of skill and hard work as the way Americans believed it possible to rise from poverty toward greater equality in the distribution of income and wealth. Similarly, the empirical literature on the subject has been based on observations and widely accepted anecdotal understandings of Americans as rugged, bootstrapping individualists.
The approach that I adopt is motivated by the inadequacy of existing empirical literature: most of the research on attitudes toward inequality is based on survey data (e.g., Bartels 2005) , interviews (e.g., Hochschild 1981) , and election/polling results (e.g., Bartels 2008) . The motivations to move beyond these instruments in primary research are manifold. A shortcoming of surveys and interviews is that what people report of their views may differ from how they behave in the face of salient consequences or material rewards. In this regard, much of the empirical literature on distributive justice gathers only what subjects describe. In a survey I may report egalitarian preferences (i.e., what experimental economists frequently refer to as "inequity aversion"), but my behavior may be different when I know that my choices will directly determine my payoff.
Interviews are interpretive and typically based on a small sample; for example, Hochschild (1981) conducted 28 intensive interviews in her quest to discover why Americans had not adopted a more extensive welfare state in contrast to Western European counterparts. In order to gauge accurately how I will behave, I must face a scenario in which I "put my money where my mouth is." Thus, an experimental approach is a useful counterpoint to the extensive survey literature on attitudes toward inequality and redistribution.
To this end, I employ a set of experiments based on Rawls' theory of justice (1971) that places people in contexts in which they may choose distributions of primary goods (e.g., income) in the face of salient rewards. Much of the experimental research on distributive justice has focused on how third parties distribute income between two other people, which is an approach that still lacks salient rewards linked to the individual making an allocative choice. As an arbiter, I might decide that an equal split of income is the just outcome between two people, but this decision does not place my own material interests at stake. I argue in this regard that there is a need for an experimental method based on John Rawls' concept of the veil of ignorance (Rawls 1971) . 2 My experimental approach to political science is rooted in experimental economics, particularly variants of dictator and ultimatum games. See, e.g., Kahneman et al. (1986) , Roth et al. (1991) , Fehr and Schmidt (1999) , Bolton and Ockenfels (2000) , Charness and Rabin (2002), Camerer (2003) , Engelmann and Strobel (2004) , and Henrich et al. (2004) .
As a social contract theorist, Rawls begins with a thought experiment, the imagining of two worlds: one in which a small number of individuals controls a disproportionate amount of wealth and the other in which resources are distributed equally. In the relatively unequal world, the wealthy minority controls primary goods at the expense of their poorer counterparts. Rawls argues that when placed in an objective position behind a "veil of ignorance," people will choose a distribution that maximizes the welfare of the worst-off members of society. Put another way: since I do not know whether I will be among the affluent or the impoverished, I will adopt a hedging strategy, thus protecting myself in the event that I inhabit the worst-off position when the veil is lifted. This Rawlsian idea is commonly referred to as the difference principle (or "maximin" rule).
3 Many have interpreted Rawls difference principle as grounded in riskaversion; however, it is also quite conceivable that one would choose a more equal distribution out of a concern for equality rather than risk-aversion.
Like all thought experiments, the veil of ignorance is merely an abstraction. One of the assumptions that Rawls makes is that the veil of ignorance shields people from their own position in society, including their personal histories and all of the factors that would contribute to their political culture. In effect, one of the implications of Rawls' theory is that cultural differences vis-à-vis distributive justice will be absent behind the veil. This is a highly problematic assumption in several respects. For one, Rawls' treatment of culture as nonexistent or invisible is tantamount to making the assumption that human beings are universally liberal actors; i.e., liberalism is the default ideology when we strip away culture. In addition, Rawls' thought experiment puts subjects in a deliberative process with each other. How can a "desocialized" group of people enter a productive conversation on distributive justice in the absence of culture, social structure, or other shared understandings?
The limitations of Rawls' thought experiment are actually quite enabling from a research standpoint, setting the stage for a unique empirical instrument. Placing people behind the veil experimentally provides an opportunity to operationalize Rawls' theory; but in the real world controlling for culture is impossible, which enables the researcher to shed light on how people regard redistributive scenarios from a more objective position and, hence, how cultural and other group differences impact decision-making.
My method begins with Rawls' veil of ignorance: people do not know their positions before making distributional choices. Subjects choose how to divide income among themselves, both behind the veil and with the veil lifted. Participants are unaware that they are dealing with the subject of distributive justice. The decisions that they make impact them directly; i.e., salient consequences or people "put their money where their mouth is." Some experimenters (e.g., Froelich et al. 2009 ) have put subjects behind the veil, but the experiments are set up in such a way that subjects choose principles of distributive justice rather than actual allocations of income between subjects. They find that subjects tend to prefer a principle consistent with maximizing average income with a floor constraint rather than the maximin rule (maximizing the income of the worst-off member of the group The research design draws representative samples from the populations under study, which is consistent with the methodology used by Hochshild (1981) in her pathbreaking study of inequality, although she drew participants only from Connecticut.
Every effort has been made in the selection of subjects to assure that collectively they are in fact a representative sample of the populations under study. The demographic survey given to all participants serves as one check on the representativeness of the sample, also allowing for an accurate profiling of the group.
In a given experiment, a group of five subjects faces the task of dividing a sum of money between themselves. Although five players are present in the same room, the decision-making is private and subjects understand before the games begin that their responses remain confidential and anonymous. Subjects receive their payments privately at the end of the experiments. The payoffs are based on the decision-making in the experiments plus a $5 minimum fee for participation.
Treatment I: Behind the Veil of Ignorance Without an Equity-Efficiency Tradeoff
In this game, there are five players belonging to two categories of players: A and B. Players are behind a veil of ignorance-they do not know if they will be Player B or one of the four Player As. Players select a rate ranging from 0 to 100 percent that corresponds to how much of the total income Player B receives. If a given player chooses 20 percent for Player B, for example, and the total amount of money at stake is $50, then Player B receives $10, as do each of the four Player As. At the conclusion of the experiment, a random drawing determines whose choice affects the final distribution (which is referred to as the "random dictator" rule in experimental economics). A subsequent random drawing determines the identities of the players to themselves; e.g., as a participant, I privately discover if I am Player B or one of the Player As. what if the overall amount of income available --i.e., the size of the pie --diminishes as the distribution becomes more equal? In Treatment II, a five-player game that includes a set of "equity-efficiency tradeoffs," subjects may select a distribution that leads to more equal shares of the pie; however, when they do so they reduce the size of the pie. Once the equity-efficiency tradeoff is introduced, if Player B receives all of the income, the total payoff is $50. But an equity-efficiency tradeoff of 50 percent will reduce the total income by 50 percent if an equal distribution is chosen. To have equal slices, the size of the pie falls by 50 percent. In effect, including an equity-efficiency tradeoff enables the experimenter to gauge how much people are willing to pay for equal shares of income.
An experimenter may set the equity-efficiency tradeoff to any level between 0 and 100 (i.e., a range between no tradeoff at all to an outcome where the pie shrinks to zero when one chooses equal shares of income). In my fieldwork, I test the effect of four equity-efficiency tradeoff levels: 0%, 20%, 40%, and 60%, which enables one to calculate a slope or sensitivity to this tradeoff for the different groups in the study. I hypothesize that particular groups will react more than others to such a cost-of-equality constraint by shifting income to Player B to avoid a loss of total income for the group. With the veil lifted, the experimenter is able to measure the prevalence of egalitarian, i.e.
inequity-averse, behavior, as subjects know their positions and would not be choosing more equal shares of income based on risk-aversion. In other words, if I know I am Player B and decide to divide income equally or share some of it with others, I am doing so out of concern for the other players in the group. This treatment is analogous to a dictator game in experimental economics in which one player is able to determine the distribution of income for a group.
Summary of Experimental Design
I employ three treatments: 1) Behind the veil with no equity-efficiency tradeoff,
2) Behind the veil with tradeoffs, and 3) With the veil lifted. At the end of the sessions, a random drawing determines which round is the "payoff round." In this regard, each treatment offers salient rewards to participants.
• Small groups of 5 divide income.
• There are two types of players: A and B.
• There are 4 As and 1 B.
• A range of distributions is possible from equal shares of income for all 5 players to Player B receiving all of the income.
• Participants individually select a distribution that they prefer with anonymity.
• In the basic treatment, participants do not know their role until after the experiment; i.e., they make their choice behind the "Veil of Ignorance" from an "objective" position.
• An additional treatment introduces an equity-efficiency tradeoff in which participants face a "cost-of-equality" constraint.
• To have equal slices of the pie, the size of the pie must be smaller. I call this an equity-efficiency tradeoff.
• The equity-efficiency tradeoff enables the researcher to measure how much one is willing to pay for equality.
• Four levels of the equity-efficiency tradeoff are tested: 0%, 20%, 40% & 60%.
When the cost of equality equals 20%, the total income falls by 20% when one chooses equal slices of the pie.
• Also included are rounds with the "veil lifted" in which people know their position before they choose distributions. Race or ethnic identity also appears to have an effect on one's sensitivity to the equity-efficiency tradeoff. Figure 6 below illustrates sensitivities of African American (n = 15), Latino (n = 74), and white (n = 111) participants to an increasing equity-efficiency tradeoff. White participants in particular appear to be more sensitive to the tradeoff at higher levels-they shift income to Player B at an accelerated rate as the tradeoff increases linearly. By contrast, Latinos and African Americans tend to be less sensitive to the cost-of-equality constraint. Plotting the mean choices of groups against different efficiency-tradeoff levels enables one to visually inspect for differences, but examining only the mean potentially discards useful information reflected in the distribution of choices made by groups. The histograms below (Figures 8 -11 ) compare the distributions of choices made by Latinas, white men, young Latino men, and African Americans. 
Percent of Income Givenn to Player B by African Americans
Nonparametric tests such as the Kolmogorov-Smirnov (K-S test) are empirically useful to the extent that comparisons of means (e.g., T tests) and linear regressions fail to capture differences in the distributions of choices made by groups. Using a K-S test, one may compare the distribution of choices made by different groups in this treatment of the experiment with that of the total sample studied. In particular, the difference in the distribution of choices made by two groups, white men and Latinas, is statistically significant (P < 0.001) compared to the entire population under study.
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The graphs and histograms presented above point to group differences in behavior behind the veil when there is a cost of equality. The regression model below (Figure 12) captures the simultaneous effects of age cohort, the interaction between age and gender, as well as the interaction between age, gender, and race, religion, class, and political orientation. The histograms and graphs above (e.g., the choices of young Latino men) motivated the inclusion of the interaction variables to disentangle the effect of age, gender, and race. This decision, moreover, is supported by extant survey research on Latino youth, which indicates that they are unique subpopulation inasmuch as they are Subjects generally are sensitive to the equity-efficiency tradeoff (P < 0.0001).
For example, facing an equity-efficiency tradeoff of 60 percent, female subjects allocate 47.6 percent of total income to Player B, while males choose an allocation of 56.5 percent. Political orientation is significant: those self-identified as very liberal give
Player B approximately 12 percent less income than those who identify as very conservative; i.e., the more conservative one is, the more he or she allocates to Player B behind the veil.
The model also captures the sensitivity to the equity-efficiency tradeoff of particular group identities with the inclusion of interaction variables (e.g., Latino*Cost).
Here I find that while groups behave quite similarly in the basic Rawlsian experiments, they do differ considerably with respect to how sensitive they are to the cost-of-equality constraint. In other words, as the cost of equality increases via a growing equityefficiency tradeoff, certain groups tend to give Player B a disproportionate share of total income.
Men are more sensitive to the equity-efficiency tradeoff, as are those with a Protestant identification. As education increases, one chooses less equal distributions of income. 9 On the other hand, African Americans and Latinos are substantially less sensitive to the tradeoff, i.e., willing to pay a premium to select more equal distributions of total income. That Latinos and African Americans appear to be less sensitive to costof-equality constraints is a central finding in this research.
Treatment III: Outcomes with the Veil Lifted
How do participants act when they know their positions in advance? If I know that I am Player B, will I share my income with others even when I may choose to keep all of it? An instrumentally rational person would arguably maximize individual income, but this mode of rationality was not found to dominate decision making with the veil lifted.
Representing the entire sample, Figure 13 shows a bimodal distribution of choices with the veil lifted. Approximately a third of the participants choose to share the income equally. Approximately a third act more selfishly, keeping all of the income, which is consistent with the assumption that people are expected-income maximizing agents. Notes: AfricanWF represents a control for group of African students who took part in the research at Midwestern State University in Wichita Falls, Texas. In addition, when a dummy variable for a particular group is multiplied by B, the result is an interaction variable isolating participants from that group who made a choice with the veil lifted as Player B; e.g., Latino*PB refers to Latinos making a choice while knowing that they are Player B. Homogen controls for homogenous groups (e.g., all Latino members) taking place in the experiments with the veil lifted.
The finding that race matters with the veil lifted is surprising. The Regression results displayed in Figure 18 show that several of the non-white groups are more egalitarian when they could choose to keep all of the income. 10 Whereas in the regressions behind the veil we are uncertain if egalitarian behavior is driven by risk aversion or a preference for equality, in the rounds with the veil lifted, a person who shares income with others-even when he or she has the opportunity to anonymously keep all of it-is not expressing risk averse preferences since all risk and uncertainty has been eliminated. On the contrary, he or she is making an active choice to share the income with others in the group.
These findings challenge the assumption that people are generally expected- particularly a comparison of Chinese Americans, Japanese Americans, and Filipino Americans in a forthcoming research trip to Honolulu, Hawaii.
Summary of Experimental Results From the Field
The results from the field do show that group differences matter in the experiments, particularly with respect to gender, region, and race. Such group differences become more pronounced as the equity-efficiency tradeoff increases. White participants are generally less egalitarian than Latinos and African Americans. The interaction between race and gender is also notable. I find that young Latino men make among the least egalitarian choices when there is an equity-efficiency tradeoff.
Controlling for young Latino men, I find that white men are much less egalitarian than
Latinos. The data do not show a clear relation between income and decision-making in the experiments. Latinos and African Americans make more egalitarian choices when controlling for income.
Age, therefore, interacts with race and gender to produce important differences.
Latinos in general choose more equal distributions. Surprisingly, young Latino men appear to be the most self-interested group in the entire study, choosing the most skewed distributions of income, which echoes Hochschild's (1995) In addition to studying behavior behind the veil with or without an equityefficiency tradeoff, I find that people behave differently with the veil lifted and, specifically, that certain groups are more egalitarian than others even when they know their relative position in anonymity. Most notably, Latinos are more egalitarian both behind the veil and with the veil lifted. They are inclined to share even though they would benefit more by not doing so.
Part 3: Interpretation of the Results
My research suggests that one has to be careful making generalizations about American attitudes toward inequality. Particular groups of Americans, based on gender, race or ethnic identity, religion, and political orientation, do not appear to identify fully with self-help individualism. For example, women, Latinos, Catholics, and progressives value equality in the economic domain more than men, particularly white men, other participants, Protestants, and conservatives.
I argue that self-help individualism-or "Horatio Algerism" as I like to call it-is a worldview that certain Americans internalize more than others as a function of their group identities and cultural beliefs. In my treatment of culture as an explanatory factor, I use Bourdieu's notion of habitus, which he defines as a "worldview or cosmology held by actors" (Smith 2001) . I contend that certain individuals are more oriented toward egalitarian behavior as a function of their habiti, which are, in turn, linked to their group identities and shared cultures. In Bourdieuan terms, particular groups have "empirical tendencies" to share with others, even when doing so is costly on the individual level, while other groups tend to embrace self-help cosmologies-their habiti are imbued with the Protestant Ethic. I argue below that Latinos in general, and Mexican Americans in particular, possess different empirical tendencies with regards to sharing, even when doing so is costly.
The major cross-national studies on inequality conducted over the past 30 years
show that Americans have a high tolerance for inequality and that they are far less likely than Europeans, for example, to support policies that redistribute income and wealth.
Two theories-cognitive and cultural explanations-dominate the discourse on American inequality. Cognitive theories of inequality focus on individual stupidity or confusion as the underlying variable. Bartels (2005) , for example, attributes growing economic inequality to voter ignorance, while Hacker and Pierson (2005) think that voters are tricked by elites into supporting regressive fiscal policies. Yet others see voters as rational, trading off economic interests for social causes, e.g., the anti-abortion and progun-rights movements (Frank 2004) . Cultural theories of economic inequality tend to use broad-brush strokes, painting Americans as self-help individualists. Hochschild (1981) makes the claim that while Americans are intolerant of political inequality, they do acquiesce in the midst of economic inequality. Alesina et al. (2005) juxtapose American individualism and the widespread belief in economic mobility against the European view that upward mobility is more limited;
i.e., Europeans feel "stuck" with respect to class. Their conclusion restates Hochschild's claim made 22 years prior, which in itself is a restatement of Hartz (1955) who, in turn, borrows from Tocqueville on the notion that Americans imagine that they inhabit a "classless" self-help society. Nonetheless, a more direct measure of risk-aversion is a worthwhile addition to ongoing experiments in this tolerance-of-inequality project.
Summary and Future Work
Contrary to the arguments advanced by Tocqueville (1835), Hartz (1955) , Hochschild (1981) , Alesina (2005) , Bartels (2005) , and many other scholars, American views toward equality and inequality vary substantially. Particular groups in the US are decidedly less accepting of inequality than other groups and behave in a communitarian way to maximize the welfare of the group rather than their own expected income at the individual level. This egalitarian behavior is inconsistent with an ideology centered on individualism and instrumental rationality that drive other groups-effectively an acceptance by them of greater inequality. Many Americans may be "bootstrapping individualists," but many others are not. Indeed, we must abandon a monolithic view that Americans as a whole view inequality through the same or similar lenses.
The experiments do leave important stones unturned. While I show via different treatments that Latinos and African Americans tend to be more egalitarian in the Rawlsian experiments, even when the veil is lifted, an important task is to test more directly how much of a person's choice is motivated by egalitarian versus risk-averse preferences. One method is to administer the Rawlsian experiments to the same subjects, but in isolation. Essentially, one would be "playing" the Rawlsian games completely outside of a social context as if they were taking part in a lottery. A person would have an 80 percent chance of being Player A and a 20 percent chance of being Player B. The odds are that one will be a Player A, but some might be willing to place a bet that they will be Player B and thus reap more income. Put another way, if one plays the Rawlsian game as a lottery in isolation, it serves as a direct measure of risk aversion that then can be compared with outcomes in the social simulations behind the veil. My follow-on work on controlling for risk aversion is currently underway.
This research project on acceptance (or non-acceptance) of inequality is motivated by the enormous policy implications associated with this division between large parts of the population still driven primarily by liberal-individualist (if not libertarian) sentiments more willing to accept things the way they are-i.e., tolerate inequality-and those of a more communitarian, activist bent wanting to do something constructive toward reducing the levels of inequality in society. As Latinos, African-American, Asian and other minorities over the next three decades collectively become the new majority in America, this division in perspective will cross a diversity of social issues on the national agendasocial security and pension reform, access to medical care, educational opportunity, and the like-as well as the larger (or smaller) role the government should play in politics, economy and society.
